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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application 10/040499 filed on December 28*^ 2001 . Claims 1-74 are 
presented for examination. Priority date of May 12*^ 2000 has been considered. 

Specification 

2. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Wtioever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, 
subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-3, 6-16, 22-25. 28-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 1 

Claimed as "a method of specifying properties for instances that belong to classes, comprising 
the step of associating with an instance of a class a per-instance method that is not a method in said 
class", it is merely a manipulation of abstract ideas or concepts (i.e., something that can be done by a 
person as mental step or using pencil and paper) which cannot exhibit any functional interrelationship 
with the way in which computing processes are performed by the computer to produce a concrete, useful, 
and tangible result. Such claim constitutes nonfunctional descriptive material, and such descriptive 
material is not a statutory process (i.e., method). Schrader, 22 F.3d at 294-95, 30 USPQ2d at 1458-59. 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759). 



Claims 2-3, 6-16 
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Claims recite limitations which are merely a manipulation of abstract ideas or concepts. Such 
claims constitute nonfunctional descriptive material, and such descriptive material is not a statutory 
process (i.e.. method). Schrader. 22 F.3d at 294-95. 30 USPQ2d at 1458-59. Warmerdam. 33 F.3d at 
1360. 31 USPQ2d at 1759). 

Claim 22 

Claimed as "a method of specifying properties for instances that belong to classes, comprising 
the step of associating with a first instance of a class a per-instance method that is not associated with a 
second instance of said class", it is merely a manipulation of abstract ideas or concepts (i.e., something 
that can be done by a person as mental step or using pencil and paper) which cannot exhibit any 
functional interrelationship with the way in which computing processes are performed by the computer to 
produce a concrete, useful, and tangible result. Such claim constitutes nonfunctional descriptive material, 
and such descriptive material is not a statutory process (i.e., method). Schrader. 22 F.3d at 294-95, 30 
USPQ2d at 1458-59. Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360. 31 USPQ2d at 1759). 

Claims 22-25, 28-37 

Claims recite limitations which are merely a manipulation of abstract ideas or concepts. Such 
claims constitute nonfunctional descriptive material, and such descriptive material is not a statutory 
process (i.e., method). Schrader. 22 F.3d at 294-95. 30 USPQ2d at 1458-59. Wamierdam. 33 F.3d at 
1360. 31 USPQ2d at 1759). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification stiall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claim 58 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12. second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 58 recites the limitation "implementation of said method" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For compact prosecution of the 
claims, the examiner interprets limitation "Implementation", hereinafter, to refer to "an 
implementation" recited line claim 54, line 10. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - ' 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 1-3, 6-11, 17. 19-22, 24, 25, 28-33. 38, 39. 41. 44-49. 54. 56-59. 61. 62. 65-70 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Guillen et al. (US 5701485), hereinafter. 

Guillen etaL. ^ 

Claim 1 

Guillen et al. teach a method of specifying properties for instances that belong to classes (e.g., 
see FIG.1 & associated text; see _FIG.3 & associated text), comprising the step of: 

o associating with an instance (e.g., see Object B2 18 FIG.1 & associated text) of a class (e.g.. see 
Class B 14 FIG.1 & associated text) a per-instance method that is not a method in said class 
(e.g., see Method W42, 22, 41 FIG.1 & associated text). 



Claim 2 
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The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Guillen et al. further teach wherein the step of 
associating a per-instance method includes: 

o associating a policy (e.g.. see prioritization scheme col.2:1 5-50) with a method implementation for 
a particular method (e.g., see instance-specific dispatch tables, additional methods, new methods 
col.2: 15-50); and 

o associating said policy with said instance (e.g., see dispatch table of object instance coL2: 15-50). 
Claim 3 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Guillen et ai further teach wherein said step of 
associating is performed by establishing a policy bundle that includes one or more policies and 
associating said instance with said policy bundle (e.g., see prioritization scheme, method, methods 
col.2:15-50; see 20, 22 FIG.1 & associated text). 

Claim 6 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Guillen et al. further teach wherein said step of 
associating includes establishing a pointer (i.e.. reference) that belongs to said instance to point to (i.e.. 
references) a policy bundle that is associated with one or more policies (e.g., see Object B2 18, 51, 22 
FIG,1 & associated text). 

Claim 7 

The method for Claim 6 wherein associating said policy bundle with said one or more policies 
includes establishing a pointer (i.e., reference) that belongs to said policy bundle to point to (i.e., to 
reference) said one or more policies (e.g., see 22, 40, 41 FIG.1 & associated text). 

Claim 8 

The rejection of base claim 6 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7. therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 
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Claim 9 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 

Claims 10, 11 

The rejection of base claim 9 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 

Claim 17 

Guillen et al. teach a method of executing a method implementation (e.g., see objects, methods, 
exect/te/c(/ col. 1:28-43; see method, executed col. 5:5), comprising the computer-implemented steps of: 
o in response to detecting use of a particular method with a particular instance of a class (e.g., see 

method, target object instance col.2: 15-50), performing the steps of: 
o determining the implementation of said method to execute by determining whether any 
implementation of said method has been associated with said particular instance (e.g.. see 
method, target object instance col.2:15-50); and 
o if an implementation of said method has been associated with said particular instance, 
then executing the implementation of the method that has been associated with said particular instance 
(e.g.. see Object B2 18, Method W42 FIG.1 & associated text; see objects, methods, execufe/of/ col. 1:28- 
43; see method, executed col. 5:5). 

Claim 19 

The rejection of base claim 17 is incorporated. Guillen et al. further teach further comprising the 
computer-implemented steps of: 
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o if no implementation of said method is associated with said particular instance (e.g., see target 
object instance, method col.2:29-34; col.3:24-26), then performing the steps of 

o determining whether any implementation of said method has been associated with any class in a 
line of inheritance of said particular instance (e.g., see inherited dispatch tables col.2: 15-50; see 
chained referencing col.2: 1 5-50; see search routine col.3:20-30); 

o if an implementation of said method has been associated with a class in a line of inheritance of 
said particular instance, then executing the implementation of the method that has been 
associated with the class (e.g., see Method X 12a, 30, 52 FIG.1 & associated text; see method X, 
object 18 col.4:48-col.55; see method, executed col. 5:5; see objects, methods, execute[d] 
col.1:28-43). 

Claim 20 

The rejection of base claim 19 is incorporated. Guillen et ai further teach wherein said 
implementation of said method that has been associated with said particular instance is a first 
implementation of said method (e.g., see lower level method Y, class 14 col.4:24-47) and a second 
implementation of said method is associated with said line of inheritance (e.g., see higher level method Y, 
superclass 12 col.4:24-47); and the step of executing is performed by executing the first implementation 
and not the second implementation (e.g., see method Y, class 14, superclass 12 col.4:24-67; see objects, 
methods, execute/ic// col. 1:28-43; see method, executed col5:5). 

Claim 21 

The rejection of base claim 19 is incorporated. Guillen et al. further teach further comprising the 
computer-implemented step of, if no implementation of said method has been associated with any class 
in a line of inheritance of said particular instance, then executing a default method implementation (e.g.. 
see Object B1 16, Object B2 18, method W42, W41 FIG.1 & associated text; see objects, methods, 
execufe/iG(/ col. 1:28-43; see method, executed co\.5:5). 
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Claim 22 

Guillen et al. teach a method of specifying properties for instances that belong to classes (e.g., 
see FIG.1 & associated text), comprising the step of : 

o associating with a first instance (e.g., see Object B2 18 FIG.1 & associated text) of a class (e.g., 
see another object, same c/ass Abstract; see other object instance col.2:29-38; see Class B 14 
FIG.1 & associated text) a per-instance method (e.g., see required method Absiraci] see method 

col.2:29-38; see Method W42, 41 Fig.1 & associated text) that is not associated with a second 

J 

instance of said class (e.g., see first object, same class Abstract; see method, target object 
instance col.2:30-35; see FIG,3 & associated text; see Object 81 16 FIG.1 & associated text). 

Claims 24, 25 

The rejection of base claim 22 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claims 2, and 3 respectively, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 
2. and 3. 

Claim 28 

The rejection of base claim 22 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 

Claims 29-30 

The rejection of base claim 28 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 

Claim 31 

The rejection of base claim 22 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 
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Claims 32-33 

The rejection of base claim 31 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 

Claim 38 ^ 

Guillen et al teach a computer-readable medium carrying one or more sequences of instructions 
for specifying properties for instances that belong to classes (e.g., see 72-76 FIG.4 & associated text), 
wherein execution of the one or more sequences of instructions by one or more processors (e.g., see 61 
FIG.2 & associated text) causes the one or more processors to perform the steps of: 

o associating with an instance (e.g., see Object B2 18 FIG.1 & associated text) of a class (e.g., see 

Class B 14 FIG.1 & associated text) a per-instance method that is not a method in said class 

(e.g., see Method W 42, 22, 41 FIG.1 & associated text). 

Claims 39, 41 

The rejection of base claim 38 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claims 2, and 3, respectively, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 
2, and 3. 

Claims 44 

The rejection of base claim 38 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 

Claims 45-46 

The rejection of base claim 44 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 



Claim 47 
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The rejection of base claim 38 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 

Claims 48-49 

The rejection of base claim 47 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 

Claim 54 

Guillen et al. teach a computer-readable medium carrying one or more sequences of instructions 
(e.g., see 72-76 FIG.4 & associated text) for executing a method implementation (e.g., see objects, 
methods, execute[d] col.1 :28-43;), wherein execution of the one or more sequences of instructions by one 
or more processors (e.g., see 61 FIG.2 & associated text) causes the one or more processors to 
perform the steps of: 

o in response to detecting use of a particular method with a particular instance of a class (e.g., see 

method, target object Instance col.2:15-50), performing the steps of: 
o determining the implementation of said method to execute by determining whether any 

implementation of said method has been associated with said particular instance (e.g., see 

method, target object instance col.2:15-50); and 
o if an implementation of said method has been associated with said particular instance, then 

executing the implementation of the method that has been associated with said particular 

instance (e.g., see Object B2 18, Method W42 FIG.1 & associated text; see objects, methods, 

exect/te/tf/ col. 1:28-43; see method, executed co\. 5:5), 

Claim 56 

The rejection of base claim 54 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 19, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 19. 
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Claim 57 

The rejection of base claim 56 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 20, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 20. 

Claim 58 

The rejection of base claim 54 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 21 , therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 21 . 

Claim 59 

Guillen et al teach a computer-readable medium carrying one or more sequences of instructions 
for specifying properties for instances that belong to classes (e.g., see FIG.1 & associated text; see 72-76 
FIG.4 & associated text), wherein execution of the one or more sequences of instructions by one or more 
processors (e.g., see 61 FIG.2 & associated text) causes the one or more processors to perform the 
steps of: 

o associating with a first instance (e.g., see Object B2 18 FIG.1 & associated text) of a class (e.g., 
see another object, same class Abstract; see other object instance col.2:29-38; see Class B 14 
FIG.1 & associated text) a per-instance method (e.g., see required method Abstract; see method 
col.2:29-38; see Method W 42, 41 Fig.1 & associated text) that is not associated with a second 
instance of said class (e.g., see first object, same class Abstract; see method, target object 
instance col.2:30-35; see FIG.3 & associated text; see Object 81 16 FIG.1 & associated text). 

Claims 61, 62 

The rejection of base claim 59 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claims 2, and 3, respectively, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claims 
2, and 3. 



Claim 65 
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The rejection of base claim 59 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 

Claims 66-67 

The rejection of base claim 65 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 

Claim 68 

The rejection of base claim 59 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 6, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 6. 

Claims 69-70 

The rejection of base claim 68 is incorporated. Claims recite limitations, which have been 
addressed in claim 7, therefore, are rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

10. Claims 16. 18, 23, 40, 55, and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Guillen et ai in view of Curtis et al. (US 6336216). hereinafter, Curtis et aL, 



Claim 16 



Application/Control Number: 10/040,499 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2122 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Guillen et al. do not expressly disclose wherein 
said class is a file type and said instance is a file of said file type in a file system wherein the step of 
associating includes associating said file of said file type with said per-instance method that is not a 
method of said file type. However. Curtis et al. disclose 

o wherein said class is a file type and said instance is a file of said file type in a file system 
(e.g., see FilelnputStream fi coL7:45-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
Curtis et al. into that of Guillen et al. for the inclusion of associating a file of said file type 
with a per-instance method that is not a method of said file type. And the motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide a computer controlled object-oriented programming 
system and method for storing and extracting plurality of data files via methods defined 
within class objects/instances (e.g., Curtis et al. col. 2:20-37). 



Claim 18 

The rejection of base claim 17 is incorporated. Guillen et al. further teach 

o executing an implementation of a method associated with an instance of a class (e.g., 
see Object B2 18, Method W42 FIG.1 & associated text; see objects, methods, 
execute[d] col.1 :28-43; see method, executed col. 5:5). Guillen et al. do not expressly 
disclose wherein said class is a file type and said particular instance is a file of said file 
type in a file system. However, Curtis et al. disclose wherein said class is a file type and 
said particular instance is a file of said file type in a file system (e.g., see FilelnputStream 
fi col.7:45-67). ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art 
at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Curtis et al. into that of 
Guillen et al. for the inclusion of file of a file type. And the motivation for doing so would 
have been that, which has been cited in claim 16. 



Claims 23, 40, 60 
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Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 16, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claims 16. 

Claim 55 

Claim recites limitations, which have been addressed in claim 18, therefore, is rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 18. 

11. Claims 4, 5, 12, 26, 27, 34. 42, 43, 50, 63, 64, and 71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Guillen et ai in view of Ng et al. (US 6385618), hereinafter, Ng et ai. 

Claim 4 

The rejection of base claim 3 is incorporated. Guillen et al. do not expressly disclose storing 
within a database, objects that define said instance, said policy bundle, and said one or more policies. 
However, Ng et al. disclose storing within a database (e.g., see relational database col.1 :60-col.2:25; see 
118 FIG.1 & associated text), objects that define said instance, said policy bundle, and said one or more 
policies (e.g., see 400, 401 FIG.4A & associated text). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ng et al. into that of 
Guillen et al. for the inclusion of a database storing objects that define instances, and one or more 
policies. And the motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate the development of application 
programs that utilize a relational database by generating source code with classes that reflect the 
structure of the database and to enable modification to the database through source code via an object- 
relational mapping tool (e.g., Ng et al. col.1 :55-60; col.2:35-40). 

Claim 5 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated. Guillen et al. do not expressly disclose maintaining 
an object relational mapping system that indicates a correlation between said instance and data stored in 
a relational database. However, Ng et al. disclose maintaining an object relational mapping system that 
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indicates a correlation between said instance and data stored in a relational database (e.g., see object- 
relational mapping tools co\ A :60-col2:35] see FIGS.11A, 11B, 1 2 & associated text; see object-relational 
mapping too/ col.4: 14-55; see 114 FIG.1 & associated text). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ng et 
al. into that of Guillen et al. for the inclusion of an object relational mapping system. And the motivation 
for doing so would have been that which has been cited in claim 4. 

Claim 12 

The rejection of base claim 1 is incorporated, Guillen et ai do not expressly disclose wherein 
said step of associating includes using a hash table for a policy bundle and said policy bundle is 
associated with said instance. However, Ng et al. disclose wherein said step of associating Includes 
using a hash table for a policy bundle and said policy bundle is associated with said instance (e.g., see 
404, 412 FIG.4A & associated text). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ng et ai into that of Guillen et ai for 
the inclusion of a hash table storing data associated with class instances. And the motivation for doing so 
would have been to facilitate storage and fast retrieval of data via a hash function as well known in the 
art. 

Claim 26, 42, 63 

Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 4, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 4. 

Claims 27, 43, 64 

Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 5, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 5. 



Claims 34, 50, 71 
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Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 12, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 12. 

12. Claims 13-15, 35-37. 51-53. 72-74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Guillen et al. in view of Ng et al. further in view of Dupuy et al. (US 6523171), hereinafter, 
DupuyetaL, 

Claim 13 

The rejection of base claim 12 is incorporated. Ng et ai further teach wherein said step of . 
associating includes placing an entry in said hash table (e.g.. see 406, 408, 414-418 FIG.4A & associated 
text) and further comprising the computer-implemented steps of: 

o associating a key and a value with said entry (e.g., see 406, 408, 414-418 FIG.4A & 

associated text; see 206, 212, 214, 216 FIG.2 & associated text); 
o using an association between said policy bundle and said policy as said value (e.g., see 
412, 418 FIG.4A & associated text). 
Ng et al. do not expressly disclose using a method name as said key. However, Dupuy et al, disclose 
using a method name as said key (e.g., see hash key 300, evalRate 322 FIG. 3 & associated 
text). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the teaching of Dupuy et al. into that of Guillen et al. and Ng et al. for the inclusion of 
using a method name as a key. And the motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate the fast 
retrieval of return type, input arguments, and access type associated with the key (i.e., method name) to 
enable generation of object-oriented source code classes based on object and their associated methods 
stored in said hash table (e.g., see Dupuy et al. 125, 130 FIG.1 & associated text). 

Claim 14 



Application/Control Number: 10/040,499 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2122 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Ng et aL further teach wherein said value is a 
pointer (i.e., reference) to said policy (e.g., see FOREIGN KEY, 216, 206 FIG.2 & associated text; see 
418 FIG.4A & associated text). 

Claim 15 

The rejection of base claim 13 is incorporated. Claim recites limitations (i.e., a reference), which 
have been addressed in claim 14, therefore, is rejected for the same reasons as cited in claim 14. 

Claims 35, 51 

Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 13, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 13. 

Claims 36-37, 52-53, 73-74 

Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 14. therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 14. 

Claims 35, 51,72 

Claims recite limitations, which have been addressed in claim 13, therefore, are rejected for the 
same reasons as cited in claim 13. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Chrystine Pham whose telephone number is 571-272-3702. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30am-5pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on 571-272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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